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Yaneva.	Visiting	her	at	the	Manchester Architectural Research Group	(MARG)	during	
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Can there be a building with only one space? If you are an architect, your 
answer will be most likely, yes of course. Depending on your age, you might 
think of the KAIT Workshop (2008) by architect Junya Ishigami in Kanagawa, 
Japan. Or a bit larger, the Neue Nationalgalerie (1968) by Ludwig Mies van der 
Rohe in Berlin, Germany. But maybe you had a glance at this sketch above 
first (Fig. 1.1), and you are simply thinking of a shipping container, frequently 
used as site offices. No matter what reference you have in your mind, let us 
call these buildings ‘monospace’. We will then have to see why this might be 
interesting.1
Can there be a movement with space? The answer is not quite so simple. That 
said, we indeed can consider movement as an action with space, a movement 
that is shaped and re-arranged by many ingredients and which generate space 
1	 	I	take	up	the	term	‘monospace’	from	the	architect	and	urbanist	Finn	Geipel	(Geipel,	
Koch,	 and	 Thorwarth	 2011)	 who	 groups	 under	 this	 typology	 buildings	 which	 	
distinguish	themselves	by	one	outer	shell	with	a	maximally	open	f loor	plan.
Monospace and Multiverse14
in the course of action. This is not about a movement that occurs within a 
pre-existing space but is instead a movement that is actively producing space. 
Let us call this process of space-making ‘spacing’ and see why this concept 
might be challenging for the notion of monospace, and revealing for our 
understanding of buildings, architects and ‘users’, and thus for architectural 
theory in general.2
1.1  
Rethinking Space with Monospace
Rethinking	 space	 with	monospace	 starts	 with	 a	 paradox.	 Concerned	 with	 a	
building,	which	is	of ten	called	a	‘box’,	‘shed’	or	‘aircraft	hangar’,	and	that	com-









are	 currently	 being	 re-negotiated	 in	 an	 interdisciplinary	 context	 (Jacobs	 and	
Merriman	2011;	Yaneva	2012,	2009b;	Delitz	2009a;	Löw	2001;	cf.	also	Heynen	
2013).	This	undertaking	 to	explore	a	monospace	 through	 ‘spacing’	 is	 thus	not	
only	an	empirically	based	study	on	the	topic	of	space	in	the	field	of	architecture	
but	 furthermore	 aims	 to	 contribute	 to	 recent	 scholarship	 in	 re-thinking	 and	
re-conceptualising	architecture’s	relations	(Till	2013;	Yaneva	2017;	Latour	and	
Yaneva	2008).	
However,	 let	 us	 take	 a	 step	 back	 and	 define	 more	 precisely	 the	 subject	




































as	 the	 framework	 that	 forms	 space	 disappears.	 This	 phenomenon	 	
can	 be	 linked	 to	 people,	 cars,	 vegetation	 and	 buildings	 becoming	
equal	 components	 in	 a	 landscape	without	 any	 particular	 hierarchy.	
(Ishigami	2010,	24)















by	numbers	 and	measurements,	 the	 latter	 emerging	around	 the	human	beings	
that	perceive	it.	This	very	dichotomy	that	reduces	the	building	to	passive	material,	






















6	 	For	additional	information	on	the	Neue	Nationalgalerie,	see	New National Gallery, 
Berlin	by	Vandenberg	(1998).	





Isometric view. Junya Ishigami + Associates, 
KAIT Workshop, Kanagawa Institute of 
Technology, Japan, 2008.
Fig. 1.3:
Isometric view. Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, 
Neue Nationalgalerie Berlin, Germany, 1968.
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Fig. 1.4:
Interior view (2014). KAIT Workshop.
Fig. 1.5:
Interior view (2014). Neue Nationalgalerie Berlin, exhibition Sticks and Stones, eine 




The	 term	monospace	 originates	 from	 this	 very	 understanding	 of	 space	 as	








































elements	 (Hilger	 2011).	 In	 this	 sense,	 architecture	 is	 concerned	with	 a	material	
spatial	construction	and	thus	preoccupied	with	a	space	that	is	contained	in	build-






















Yaneva	 programmatically	 demand	 the	 overcoming	 of	 the	 three-dimensional	
understanding	of	architecture	in	their	article	Give me a Gun and I will Make all Build-











































































































situations	visible,	audible,	 sensible.’	And	hence	 ‘to	attune	 to	 reality	differently.’	
(Mol	2010,	255)	What	ANT	offers	is	the	possibility	of	showing	the	difference	things	
make	and	tracing	their	social	life.	It	will	thus	provide	a	way	of	including	buildings	
in	 social	 space,	but	a	 social	 space	 that	 is	 as	much	non-physical	 as	 it	 is	physical	
and	that	distributes	agency	without	separating	these	two	domains.	Quite	simply,	
agency	emerges	through	the	doing	in	common	of	people	and	architecture.	Latour	































































Isometric view. Foster + Partners, Sainsbury 




Interior view (2017). Sainsbury Centre for Visual Arts.
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A Current Debate: Architecture and the Social















15	 	The	 ‘user’	 as	 a	 modernist	 term	 has	 a	 functionalist	 connotation.	 He/she	 is	 an	










In	 the	course	of	 the	rediscovery	of	 space	with	 the	 spatial turn	 there	 is	also	
an	(re-)	awakening	of	an	explicit	interest	in	architecture	within	disciplines	such	
as	sociology,	anthropology	and	human	geography	 (Delitz	2009a;	Yaneva	2009b;	
Jacobs	and	Merriman	2011;	 cf.	also	Heynen	2013).	During	 the	 last	fifteen	years,	






















Modernism	 particularly	 tied	 the	 design	 of	 the	 architectural	 object	 to	 the	
claim	to	have	an	effect	on	the	‘user’.	Through	the	architectonic	‘programme’	(Sum-



















































































































when	 it	 comes	 to	 visitor	object/visitor	building	 interaction	and	other	processes	













remains	underexplored	 in	much	of	 the	 recent	 literature	 in	 the	field	of	museum	
studies.	Summarising	visitor	studies	of	exhibition	experiences	that	are	empirically	
based	Kirchberg	and	Tröndle,	highlight	the	similarity	of	these	studies	in	a	‘general	
















Kamleithner,	 and	Meyer	 2013,	 2011;	Crysler,	Cairns,	 and	Heynen	2012).	Beyond	







































































































our	 own	 analytical	 repertoire,	 and	utilising	ANT,	 can	 access	 such	processes.	



























building.20	Thirdly,	 I	use	a	 series	of	picture,	 fragmented	 images	and	 snapshots	
that	accompany	ethnographically	based	chapters.	Such	sequences	have	no	sepa-
rate	textual	explanation	prior	to	the	ethnographically	inspired	account.	I	do	not	










ly	 relation	with	and	 theoretical	approach	 to	architecture.	The	question	of	 space	





Architects	most	 commonly	 follow	a	 traditional	 spatial	understanding.	Ac-








possible	 by	 their	 buildings.	Thinking	 buildings	 and	people	 together	 thus	 is	 not	
alien	to	architects.	Some	scholars	even	argue	that	this	is	the	basis	of	the	architect’s	
authority	as	 it	creates	social	and	political	relevance	 (Lipman	1969).	In	relation	to	
the	 prevailing	 spatial	 concept,	 however,	 it	 is	 certainly	 subject	 to	 contradiction	
since	sociological	spatial	categories	are	excluded	or	set	in	relation	to	causal	rela-






















use	of	 the	term	space.	 ‘In	the	hands	and	minds	of	architects,	space	 is	generally	
emptied,	and	with	this	is	made	available	as	something	that	can	be	directly	manip-
ulated	as	some	kind	of	stuff.’	(Till	2013,	118)	However,	in	the	use	of	the	term	space,	
as	Till	 further	notes,	 it	 is	not	always	clear	whether	what	this	 implies	 is	physical	


















f low	of	 trajectories.’	 (Yaneva	2012,	20)	In	the	use	of	 the	term,	Yaneva	references	
Arjun	Appadurai,	who	argues	in	his	study	about	commodities	and	the	exchange	of	
values,	that	things,	like	people,	have	a	‘social	life’	(Appadurai	2013).













































cerning	 engineering	 but	 also	 for	 example	 in	 terms	 of	 fire	 protection,	 lighting,	
and	ventilation.	Monospace	is	not	simply	a	formal	task	but	depends	(particularly	
above	a	certain	size)	on	 the	performance	of	materials,	processing	methods	and	
technologies.	Albert	Kahn,	 an	 industrial	 architect	who	extensively	built	 for	 the	
Ford	Motor	Company,	 introduced	 reinforced	 concrete	 for	better	fire	protection	



































Opening the Box 41
exaggerated,	yet,	these	are	the	poles,	in	which	the	relationship	between	architec-
ture	and	the	social	 is	traditionally	conceptualised.7	While	architects	tend	to	be-
lieve	 that	 their	buildings	have	 (at	 least)	 a	 structuring	or	organising	 impact	and	
in	more	radical	cases	determining	qualities,	traditional	sociology	regards	this	as	




















cern	with	 ‘open’	and	 ‘f lowing’	spaces	or	spatial	systems,	which	are	supposed	to	
distinguish	themselves	by	a	high	level	of	‘f lexibility’,	‘transparency’,	and	structur-







9	 	Following	the	three	concepts	of	 ‘liberation’,	 ‘spatial	continuity’	and	‘universality’	
the	authors	of	Open House. Unbound Space and Modern Dwelling (2002)	 take	 ‘a	new	

























One	must	deduce	 that	Mies	van	der	Rohe’s	desire	 to	develop	a	 strictly	
limited	range	of	architectural	‘type-forms’	(such	as	the	single	volume	pa-
vilion)	 to	accommodate	all	 the	diverse	 functions	of	 the	modern	world,	
and	his	 idea	 of	 completely	 flexible	 and	 adaptable	 internal	 space,	were	
less	practical	than	he	liked	to	believe.	Many	activities	do	need	particular	
room	shapes	and	 sizes,	 and	particular	 lighting	or	 acoustic	 conditions,	
which	should	be	specifically	designed	into	a	building	if	it	is	to	function	
well.	It	may	be	that	spaces	designed	to	suit	all functions	will	not	actually	
be	particularly	suitable	for any function. (Vandenberg	1998,	22;	original	
emphasis)	
The	 concept	 of	 functionality,	which	 is	 used	here	 to	 evaluate	 the	Neue	National-
galerie,	is	closely	associated	with	Modernism,	but	it	is	also	as	Forty	explains,	par-



























































bitions	up	 to	 the	 time	 in	which	 she	was	writing.	With	an	 extensive	 vocabulary	
for	key	characteristics	of	the	monospace,	she	builds	up	systematic	categories	to	
define	spatial	elements	in	the	open	plan.	Regrettably,	the	project	stops	at	the	level	
of	 interior	furnishing	and	does	not	consider	the	 lived	reality,	something	that	 is	
obviously	challenged	by	Woelk’s	historical	approach,	but	that	could	have	shown	
how	the	monospace	becomes	‘finished’—or	better	yet,	how	it	never	possibly	can.	























Opening the Box 45
approaches	this	relation	by	means	of	the	phenomenological	body.13	This	account	
























and	 a	 selection	 of	 texts,	 see	Dünne	 and	Günzel	 (2006,	 particularly	 105–92).	The	
challenge	of	capturing	space	and	describing	it	led	to	a	differentiated	vocabulary	
within	 phenomenology.	 For	 example	 with	 Herrmann	 Schmitz,	 who	 built	 up	 a	






















Architect	and	art	historian	Gottfried	Semper	develops	in	Die vier Elemente der 
Baukunst (1851,	quoted	here	from	the	English	edition	1989)	a	concept	that	concerns	
the	primordial	 elements	of	architecture:	 to	protect	 the	fireplace	 three	elements	

































architectural	understanding	we	can	 think	of	movement	as	an	action	 in	 space.16	








ples	of	geometry	in	his	De Architectura.	It	is	also	in	the	first	book	of	De Architectura 
that	he	postulates	that	a	structure	has	to	meet	the	three	demands	of	firmitas,	util-







form	and	 style	while	 excluding	 the	processes	architecture	 is	 involved	 in.	 ‘[T]he	
problem	with	buildings	is	that	they	look	desperately	static.	It	seems	almost	im-







16	 	Talking	about	movement	 in	 space,	 amongst	 the	early	philosophical	 approaches,	
The Problem of Form in the Fine Arts	 (1893)	by	Adolf	Hildebrand	definitely	deserves	
mention.	He	suggests	that	space	is	‘the	means	of	talking	about	movement,	in	terms	
of	the	kinetic	bodily	experience	of	the	subject’,	as	Adrian	Forty	puts	it	(2004,	262).	






































In	 the	 course	 of	 the	many	 small	 turns	 that	 the	 humanities	 and	 social	 sciences	
have	passed	through,	the	notion	of	space	as	backdrop,	as	a	dead	and	fixed	entity	
was	challenged.	Gradually	an	understanding	came	to	prevail	of	space	no	longer	






be	 above	 all	 the	 epoch	 of	 space’	 (1986,	 22)—a	 commitment	 towards	 the	 era	 of	










materials	and	people.	 In	 this	 instance,	buildings	do	not	 reside	 in	 space	cutting	




tectural	 scholarship	and	 the	 theorization	of	space	and	social	processes	 in	other	
fields.’	(Crysler,	Cairns,	and	Heynen	2012,	14)
French	theorist	Michel	de	Certeau	took	a	step	in	this	direction	(Certeau	1984	




























Lefebvre	famously	stated	in	The Production of Space	that	‘(Social)	space	is	a	(social)	
product’	(Lefebvre	1991	[1974],	26).	In	doing	so,	he	laid	the	basis	for	the	spatial turn.	
His	 concept	 builds	 on	 a	 complex	 of	 different	 elements:	 spatial practice/perceived 























Opening the Box 51
Space	 is	 constituted	 as	 a	 synthesis	 of	 social	 goods,	 other	 people,	 and	
places	 in	 imagination,	 through	perception	and	memories,	 but	 also	 in	
spacing	by	means	of	 the	physical	placement	 (building,	 surveying,	de-
ploying)	of	these	goods	and	people	at	places	in	relation	to	other	goods	
and	people.	(Löw	2008,	225)	
While	 spacing	 is	 shared	 between	nonhuman	 and	human,	 Löw	gives	 humans	 a	









As	 sociologist	 and	 cultural	 theorist	 Andreas	 Reckwitz	 emphasises	 (2003),	
turning	to	practices	is	about	negotiating	what	‘action’	is	and	what	‘actors’	are,	and	
consequently	about	the	understanding	of	the	‘social’.	Thus,	when	turning	to	prac-





As	 emphasised	 earlier,	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 a	 human-centred	 focus	 in	 practice	
with	the	material	world	should	actually	be	abandoned	is	contentious	ground	in	
the	broad	field	of	practice-based	 theory	 (Chapter	 1).	 Sociologist	Thomas	Gieryn	
elaborates	on	the	relation	of	structure	and	agency	by	comparing	accounts	of	ar-
chitecture	 by	 Anthony	Giddens	 and	 Pierre	 Bourdieu,	 both	 sociologists	 (Gieryn	






























































Location: Sainsbury Centre for Visual Arts, Norwich
I am a first time visitor. I approach the building from the university campus 
and walk directly to the museum entrance.
21	 	The	term	‘event’	refers	back	to	Alfred	N.	Whitehead	and	is	used	in	the	context	of	
ANT	 to	 acknowledge	 that	 both	humans	 and	nonhumans	 create	 experiences	 to-
gether	(Yaneva	2017,	168).
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The sliding doors open. I enter the transparent cylinder—air blows down on 
me. I have to stop for a second before the next sliding doors open. Then I am in.
I stop right behind the doors. It is smaller than I thought. My shoes make a 
squeaking noise on the rubber floor.
Glass railings to the left and right guide me in the direction of the smooth 
white reception—I cannot fully see the person sitting behind it. I have to step 
closer to do so.
The receptionist welcomes me and explains that the Living Area contains the 
permanent exhibition. It is for free. At 11 am and 2 pm they offer guided tours 
a little display tells me. For the temporary exhibitions—‘Giacometti’ down-
stairs, and a photography exhibition on the second mezzanine—I will need 
to purchase a ticket.
I cannot survey the whole inner room. I decide to explore the living area first 
and take a tour the next day.
I leave the reception, follow its circular shape to the right and walk into the 
art gallery. I step onto the soft grey carpet that separates this area from the 
entrance area. I hesitate.
I look up at the ceiling—grey metal strips in layers—I follow them with my 
eyes. 
Then I look down the path that is loosely defined by artworks in front of white 
walls. Then a little sculpture catches my attention. I walk around the display 
box and stop again in front of it, looking directly at it. A very small label with 
white text states: ‘Figure of a walking hippopotamus. Dynasty XII (c. 1880 BC), 
Egypt, Faience, 1973. UEA 306’. 
I turn around, follow the panel in front of me until its end, look around the 
corner and walk on. Stooping to read a label, I now recognise that I am in front 
of Henry Moor’s ‘Mother and Child’. I change direction. Slowly I start mean-





















































































































them.	Nevertheless,	 it	 allows	 for	understanding	 an	 actor	 in	 its	 complexity	 and	







Following	 the	 actors	 is	 not	 about	 examining	 them	 in	 their	 essence	 or	 by	 their	
being	but	understanding	 their	 relatedness	 (we	will	 touch	on	 this	 in	Chapter	4).	
Following	their	contribution	to	practices,	which	emerge	in	networks,	gives	us	an	



























building–user,	since	Gidden’s	 (human)	agent	would	 interact	directly	 (Schneider	
and	Till	2009).	However,	buildings	mediate	the	architect’s	intentions.	Continuing	
they	 indeed	 see	 a	 solution	 in	 turning	 to	ANT’s	 concept	of	 agency,	 yet,	 and	 this	
is	a	frequent	critique	that	ANT	encounters,	they	criticise	a	lack	of	intentionality.	











































































children),	 explored	 the	handling	 collection	 and	unwrapped	objects	 from	Papua	
New	Guinea,	 climbed	onto	 the	 trusses	of	 the	deep	 roof	 and	wandered	 through	

















Opening the Box 61
while	conducting	an	interview	in	the	Café	the	monospace	enabled	me	to	follow	a	
group	of	children	entering	the	building	from	downstairs	guided	by	a	singer	and	
















engagement	 with	 the	 Sainsbury	 Centre	 and	 gave	 specific	 answers	 referring	 to	
their	role	and	position	were	able	to	choose	whether	they	wished	to	be	mentioned	
in	a	pseudonymous	form	or	by	name,	all	temporary	visitors	and	students	who	took	
part	 in	 sketching	 interviews	were	directly	 pseudonymised.	All	 interviews	were	










































I	 asked	 for	 a	 tour	 throughout	 the	 building	without	 suggesting	 a	 specific	 path.	

















Opening the Box 63





















studying	 the	 f loor	plans,	 I	moved	 slowly	 closer.	Beginning	with	 the	first	 inter-



















































The building	 is	widely	 known	 for	 its	 iconic	 appearance	 and	 radical	 design	 ap-
proach.	Characteristic	of	the	Sainsbury	Centre	is	the	creamy	white	double-lay-
ered	skin,	with	open	ends.	Here	the	all-glass	walls	are	drawn	back	prominently	
presenting	 the	 inner	 steel	 framework	 (Fig. 3.1–3.2).	 And	while	 there	 is	 a	 decent	


















this	 study.	 I	will	 introduce	 the	 Sainsbury	Centre	 from	a	 traditional	 architec-
tural	point	of	view	first,	look	at	its	location,	plans	and	sections,	show	the	func-





















Exploring the Building According to the Plans
Approaching	the	Sainsbury	Centre	from	the	exterior,	the	white	longitudinal	con-
tainer	with	 its	 rounded	corners	 lies	 at	 the	west	 end	of	 the	 campus	of	 the	Uni-
versity	 of	East	Anglia,	 near	 the	River	 Yare	 (Fig. 3.1–3.4).	The	 campus	was	newly	
established	in	1963	west	of	the	city	centre	of	Norwich	and	has	a	strong	relation	


























View of the eastern end of the Sainsbury Centre (2017). The bridge connects the building 
with the walkways of the university campus.
Fig. 3.2:




Southern façade (2016). The two glazed conservatories orient themselves here  
into the green of the landscape. The left glass band serves the School Area, behind 




Site plan. The building is located in the south 

















































1 Modern life café
2 Kitchen
3 Art history and world art studies
4 Teacher offices
5 Library
6 Living Area Gallery
7 Main entrance
8 Stairs and lift to lower level
9 Shop
10 Café







1 Modern life café
2 Kitchen
3 Art history and worl art studie
4 Teacher offices
5 Library
6 Living Area Gallery
7 Main entrance
8 Stairs and lift to lower evel
9 Shop
10 Café















































7 Art handling and storage







































Isometric exploded view with functional aloctations.














































































































































Visibility Graph Analysis at eye-level.
8	 	A	Visibility	Graph	Analysis	(VGA)	represents	the	number	of	points	visible	from	any	
given	standpoint	in	the	building.	To	create	a	VGA	at	eye-level	only	furniture	and	
display	 cases	 smaller	 than	1.5	meter	have	been	 included	and	 regardless	of	 size,	




Entrance area of the museum with information stele (2017).
The Case 81
Fig. 3.12:
View from the pedestrian bridge (2016). Reception and shop with East End Gallery to 
the left, and Café in the back.
Fig. 3.13:






Inside the East End Gallery with large glass showcases in the foreground. Behind, the 
spiral staircase leading further down to the underground level (2016).
Fig. 3.16:
View from the pedestrian bridge towards the first mezzanine (2016). In the back-
ground the second mezzanine with theater curtain is vaguely visible.
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Fig. 3.17:
Social area of the department of Art History and World Art Studies between the two mezza-
nines (2016). Students gather here to study and socialise. 
Fig. 3.18:
View from the second mezzanine (2017). Students work next to the exhibition area.
The Case 85
Fig. 3.19:
Photo archive inside the double-layered skin (2016). 
Fig. 3.20:
Conservatory of the School Area (2016). Behind the doors staircases are hidden  




Directly adjacent, the second mezzanine and the restaurant (2017). 
Fig. 3.21:
Low separating wall between entrance and School Area redirecting visitors to the left 











ment	and	ground	slab	made	of	 reinforced	 in-situ	concrete	 the	building	has	been	






































The	 building	 is	 open	 and	 permeable	 to	 temperature	 and	 humidity	 as	 it	 is	
to	 light.	In	the	roof,	the	dissolved	load-bearing	structure	allows	daylight	to	pass	
through.	Double	layers	of	aluminium	louvres,	the	upper	one	of	the	two	motorised,	
permit	 the	 regulation	 of	 how	 ‘natural’	 light	 penetrates	 and	 enters	 through	 the	



































Approaching	 the	building	by	 technical	 and	 functional	description	by	way	of	 its	
plans,	by	visual	examination	and	 initially	diagrammatic	analysis	we	can	gain	a	
clear	understanding	for	the	abstract	architectonic	body	of	the	Sainsbury	Centre.	
That	said,	so	 long	as	we	do	not	 turn	to	 its	 lived	reality	we	only	 face	an	abstract	
and	static	object.	However,	reviewing	the	literature	on	the	building	we	find	little	










point	out	 the	specific	and	dominant	narratives:	Firstly,	 the	 theme	of	 f lexibility,	
material	lightness,	and	their	close	connection	to	questions	of	style;	secondly,	the	






um	building;	 its	 form,	 a	 light-weight	 flexible	 enclosure,	 supported	 as	






Superstructures: The New Architecture 1960–1990	 (24	March	–	2	September	2018)	at	
the	Sainsbury	Centre	on	the	occasion	of	its	40th	anniversary.	The	accompanying	



























puter	 Technology,	 Hemel	 Hempstead,	 IBM	 Cosham,	 the	Modern	 Art	











































stallation	of	 the	rain	canopies	above	 them,	even	 the	 two	main	entrances	would	
have	been	easy	to	relocate—this	never	happened,	however.	The	former	anodised	
aluminium	panels	had	to	be	replaced	a	few	years	after	opening	due	to	 leakage.	
















1954,	 178),	 this	 was	 controversial	 from	 early	 on	 and	 criticised	 in	 connection	 to	
functionalism.	As	Forty	stresses,	‘The	incorporation	of	“f lexibility”	into	the	design	









methods	move	 into	 focus	but	 also	 the	 architectural	 company	Foster	Associates	
and	the	person	Norman	Foster.
3.2.2  ... the First Public Commission of a Star Architect





the	Willis	Faber	&	Dumas	Headquarters	 in	 Ipswich	 (1975),14	 that	would	become	














































Foster: A Life in Architecture	by	Deyan	Sudjic	(Sudjic	2010)	to	name	only	few.	Each	of	
these	examples	discusses	the	Sainsbury	Centre	in	detail.	The	most	comprehensive	
presentations	can	be	found	in	Norman Foster: Buildings and Projects of Foster Associ-
ates Vol. 2 and 4 (Lambot	1989,	1996),	Norman Foster: Works 1 (Jenkins	2002),	and	the	
16	 	The	building	has	 received	 a	 number	 of	 awards,	 amongst	 others:	 British	 Tourist	 	
Board	 Award;	 R.S.	 Reynolds	 Memorial	 Award;	 ‘Museum	 of	 the	 Year’	 Award;	 	
Ambrose	 Congreve	 Award;	 6th	 International	 Prize	 for	 Architecture,	 Brussels;	



























(1972),	 the	 Louisiana	Museum	 of	Modern	 Art	 in	Humblebæk	 near	 Copenhagen	
(opened	in	1958)	and	New	National	Gallery	(1968)	in	Berlin	by	Mies	van	der	Rohe.	
On	a	 four-day	 study	 tour,	 Lisa	 and	Robert	Sainsbury	 visited	 these	buildings	 in	





























other	 comparisons	 and	 ‘sources	 of	 inspiration’	 accompany	 the	 project	 descrip-











































David	 Sainsbury	 ends	 his	 foreword	 to	 the	 catalogue	 Superstructure: The Making 
of the Sainsbury Centre	with	 the	words:	 ‘my	 father	always	used	 to	say	 that	 it	 [the	
building]	was	the	best	object	in	his	collection.’	(Sainsbury	2018)18	The	building,	as	
a	piece	of	 art,	 is	part	of	 a	narrative	 that	describes	 the	 founders’	 close	 ties	with	
the	artworks	and	the	 individual	artists	with	some	of	whom	they	shared	 lasting	
friendships—Norman	Foster	amongst	them.	In	his	book	The Biography of a Build-

















to	keep	 the	 collection	 together	 instead	of	 splitting	up	 the	 eclectic	group	of	 art-







couple	who	did	not	 see	 themselves	 as	 collectors,	we	will	 encounter	 again	when	
approaching	the	building	in	practice	(Chapter	4).
Prior	 to	 giving	 the	 impetus	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 a	 building,	 the	 Sains-






























this	stands	 in	stark	contrast	 to	what	we	do not	 learn	about:	 the	special	qualities	
and	reciprocal	relationship	that	occur	with	the	building.	Although	the	process	of	
creation	 is	 revealed	here	and	various	 turns	 in	 the	design	process	as	well	as	 the	
conversions	 after	 the	opening	 exposed,	 the	understanding	of	 the	building	 as	 a	














inauguration,	 6–8	 April	 1978,	 students	 demonstrated	 against	 the	 building	 and	
handed	out	 ‘a	Marxist	pamphlet	denounc[ing]	 the	Sainsbury	Centre	as	a	 “mon-








Amongst	 the	 critiques	of	 the	Sainsbury	Centre,	Martin	Pawley’s	Buildings 








account	which	 furnishes	a	 critique	 from	 ‘inside’,	 from	people	working	and	ex-
periencing	the	building	on	a	daily	basis	 is	provided	by	Muthesius	and	Dormer	
(2001).	 Architectural	 and	 design	 historian	 Stefan	Muthesius,	 who	 as	 a	 teacher	
moved	into	the	Sainsbury	Centre	when	it	opened,	published	in	2001	together	with	



























tre	 is	not	 simply	an	empty	box	but	structured	 into	areas	with	different	 layouts	




Discussing	 the	 building	 through	 its	 aesthetic	 qualities	 and	 relevance	 and	
taking	up	the	many	concepts	that	exist	around	open	plan	architecture	may	indeed	













My	 focus,	 however,	 remains	 with	 the	 question	 of	 space.	 And	 particularly	






























































We	will	 enter	 this	world	of	 spacing	 together	with	Calvin	Winner,	Head	of	
Collections	and	a	Senior	Curator	at	the	Sainsbury	Centre,	and	at	the	time	of	the	























building,	 some	major	 reconstructions,	 others	minor	 replacements	 or	 technical	















Taking a Walk:  
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re-thinking	this	knot	becomes	loosened	or	unravelled—some	strings	vanish	and	
new	ones	join	and	new	courses	of	action	become	part	of	the	life	of	the	East	End	














We had only walked a few metres, still downstairs, and recalled the purpose 
of the interview. We are in Gallery 1, which is the link between the upper 
building and the underground built in 2006, when Winner notices ‘I mean 
Monospace and Multiverse108
there is a lot of flexibility in everything, but I guess increasingly with parts 
of the building now being listed there are complications.’ The listing only in-
cludes the 1978’ building and not the part we are in at that moment. He points 
out that the connection between the two parts is open plan and thus if they 
would wish to change something in this gallery ‘there would still be a need for 
a certain permitted development’. When the extension was done in 1991, the 
Sainsburys did not want the Centre to be closed during construction. Winner 
says, as the extension was almost conceived like a separate building, it would 
be interesting that now the listing would treat it like that again even though 
the building today, is linked by an opening that is joining ‘the two halves, the 
two parts of the building’. 
We stop at the connecting point between downstairs and upstairs next to 
the spiral staircase that leads up into the monospace. Two rectangular holes 
in the ceiling connect the two building halves. A Gallery Assistant is coming 
down the stairs; we greet him. He will replace a colleague situated over here 
to control visitors entering the Exhibition Suite. 
After the appointment of the recent director (in 2011), Paul Greenhalgh, new 
strategic directions were formulated Winner continues to explain. The out-
come was the desire to create an exhibition suite downstairs to be able to ob-
tain major art loans. ‘[O]ur institutional reputation was suffering, constantly 
having battles with insurance and lenders over the conditions upstairs’, he 
elaborates. The shop that used to be located over here, as a consequence, 
but also out of commercial considerations, had to move upstairs. Winner de-
scribes this process of decision-making and the demand for changes coming 
from the Sainsbury Centre staff, as ‘quite new’, ‘quite interesting’, and ‘quite 
tough’. They started to formulate opinions and views and got into debates 
with the architect and the funders—this time more out of a client’s position. 
To stage major exhibitions, Winner elucidates, you need climate-controlled 
space, which could not be achieved with the big open plan space upstairs—
that is, not within reasonable efforts: ‘We are trying to make the building 
do things that it doesn’t want to do. You have to work with the building, not 
against it. [...] Once we kind of exposed that, there was clearly a logic to start 
changing spaces.’ The underground extension thus ‘helps to support the idea 
that it is a flexible building, which isn’t always true of course.’4
4	 	Winner,	Calvin	(Acting	Deputy	Director,	Head	of	Collections	and	Senior	Curator,	
SCVA).	Walking	interview	by	Sabine	Hansmann.	Norwich,	4	November	2016.








sion	of	 the	building,	 the	 listing	of	 the	old	upper	building	part,	and	the	connect-
ing	point	between	upstairs	and	downstairs,	old	and	new	(where	we	are	stopping);	

























Winner’s	 point,	 however,	 seems	 to	 be	 of	 another	 sort:	He	 says	 that	 the	 listing	























(opening	 1991;	 see	 Fig. 3.7).	Th	 is	 connection,	 as	well	 as	 the	 former	 underground	
extension	and	other	modifi	cations,	mainly	took	place	under	the	guidance	of	the	
Stop 1
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funders	and	the	architects.	Here,	Winner	distinguishes	the	last	strategic	re-think-











Amongst	others,	 a	 stable	 climate	 is	 required	 for	an	exhibition	 to	 fall	under	 the	
Government	Indemnity	Scheme	which	provides	cost-free	indemnity	to	art	loans	
























8	 	Winner,	Calvin.	 In-depth	 interview	1	by	Sabine	Hansmann	and	Maria	Lisenko.	
Norwich,	2	November	2016.
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it	and	move	 inside	 it	 following	the	people	engaged	with	the	building	on	a	daily	
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Second Stop: East End Gallery
Fig. 4.3 
We walk up the spiral staircase, pass the shop, and our next stop is in the East 
End Gallery. Winner explains that this area used to be a temporary exhibi-
tion space and was changed into an extension of the permanent collection 
with the last modification phase. The reconfiguration was associated with the 
liquidation of the open storage area, an underground reserve collection that 
was accessible to the public. They had found that visitors were not really ex-
ploring it and today this material is shown on rotation in the East End Gallery. 
While the main display in the Living Area does not change (although art loans 
and minor rotations minimally change the setting), the main benefit of this 
extension is, Winner continues, that they could curate the space, add more 
text, have thematic groupings and have a different approach to what happens 
in the Living Area. This area would be in this sense complementary, it ‘allows 
freedom, flexibility to do other types of display’, which for example includes 
text-heavy displays. ‘So here we are a little bit more like a museum,’ he says 
and adds ‘the Sainsburys would hate that.’ However, Winner emphasises that 
he thinks they got the best of both worlds with these changes, as the Living 
Area still is ‘the heart of the identity’ of the Centre. 
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We move closer to one of the big display cases that have been newly de-
signed for this area in connection with the rededication of this area. There 
are two different types: a big one and a small one. Winner says that David 
Rees has some issues with them and demonstrates: ‘Now if you do this, you 
get very little movement [he gives the box a push]. In fact, I could give this 
a pretty good thump, and it would remain absolutely static. But for using 
the cases, they are really unstable.’ The internal structure is not very rigid, 



































the	 sense	of	adding	 freedom	and	 f lexibility.	Of	 course,	once	again	 it	 is	not	 the	
area	that	holds	the	characteristics	of	f lexibility	and	freedom,	rather	it	is	the	joined	
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Fig. 4.4:







of	different	material	qualities	 together;	Winner	 introduces	 two	of	 them:	David	
Rees	and	the	new	display	cases.	Th	 e	former	is	said	to	have	an	issue	with	the	latter.
David	 Rees	 is	 Head	 of	 Technical	 Services	 at	 the	 Sainsbury	 Centre	 who	
amongst	many	other	things	deals	with	the	circulation	of	artworks	in	the	building.	
‘Th	 ere	are	the	challenges	of	getting	things	into	the	building’	he	explains.	‘We	have	
got	 this	huge	space	 in	here,	but	you	can’t	actually	get	big	 things	 in	because	the	
biggest	doors	are	just	like	a	pair	of	ordinary	double	doors,	[and]	a	non-functioning	
goods	 lift.’19	Working-with	 the	 building	 is	working	with	 these	 access	 points	 in	
bringing	 things	 in	 and	out.	Unlike	 the	building’s	 symbolic	 reference	point,	 the	
aircraft	hangar,	the	shell	has	no	large	gullwing	doors	that	open	the	entire	front	
of	the	building.	Th	 ere	are	only	several	pairs	of	standard	sized	double	doors,	one	
19	 	Rees,	 David	 (Head	 of	 Technical	 Services,	 SCVA).	 In-depth	 interview	 by	 Sabine	
Hansmann.	Norwich,	3	November	2016.
Stop 2








































kneeling	on	 the	 f loor	or	 crawling	around	 the	box	under	 the	 spell	 of	 art	objects	
in	the	example	on	the	lowest	presentation	tableau.	The	case	takes	part	in	courses	
of	action,	however,	 it	 is	 important	 to	differentiate	 the	various	ways	 in	which	 it	
does.	If	it	just	conveys	meaning	in	the	sense	in	which	input	is	equated	with	out-
put	without	any	transformation,	then	it	is	considered	a	smooth	and	predictable	
20	 	Mol	 (2002)	 discusses	 reality	 as	multiple,	 as	 something	 that	 is	 done	 rather	 than	
observed	 from	different	 perspectives.	Objects	 then	 are	 not	multiple	 because	 of	
dif ferent	points	of	view	that	can	be	taken	on	them,	 ‘[i]nstead,	objects	come	into	
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Third Stop: Living Area 
Fig. 4.5
We	 leave	 the	East	End	Gallery	and	enter	 the	 thick	 skin,	walk	 through	
the	kitchen	of	the	East	End	Café,	and	leave	it	past	the	counter.	Winner	













work	with	 them.’	However,	 the	height	would	be	an	 important	 factor	
and	part	of	the	way	the	building	operates,	Winner	emphasises	and	ex-
plains,	‘it	provides	that	sort	of	domestic	quality	that	is	bizarre	in	such	a		













































































This	 is	not	 just	a	historical	quote	 from	one	of	 the	 founders	 in	 the	documentary	




































layers	and	frames.	And	 lighting,	 to	get	people	 to	be	able	 to	relate	and	
enjoy	objects	at	that	scale	in	that	type	of	space.31













There	 is	 little	 text,	 and	 lots	 of	 natural	 light	 that	 penetrates	 the	 façades,	
free-standing	screens	and	small	display	cabinets	allow	for	meandering	from	ob-











32	 	Ibid.	 	Sexton	was	 initially	 approached	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 exhibition	 lights	 he	 later	
was	commissioned	as	an	acting	keeper	(acting	director)	for	18	months	while	the	
Sainsbury	Centre	was	put	into	operation	during	1977–78.	He	was	entrusted	with	



































If	 the	Living	Area	 is	not	 connected	 to	 the	practice	of	 f lexibility	but	 rather	 that	
of	stability—who	or	what	keeps	 it	 stable?	Greenhalgh	emphasised	 that	 it	 is	 im-
portant	to	keep	the	‘integrity’	of	the	monospace	and	hints	at	the	people	who	are	
























protective	 of	 it,	 and	we	 still	 have	 a	 direct	 relationship	with	 him,	 and	
nothing	 happens	 in	 the	 building	without	 his	 practice	 being	 involved,	
[...]	Not	so	much	the	exhibitions.	The	exhibition	design	and	build	are	
very	much	 in	 our	 hands.	That	 changes	 regularly,	 obviously,	 but	 with	































This	 concerns	 cleaning	work	 from	 the	 façade,	 to	prevent,	 e.g.	water	 accumula-





as	 it	 leads	 into	 technical	details	and	 in	particular	 into	 the	structural	 substance	
of	the	building	and	thus	away	from	the	question	of	spacing	at	the	intersection	of	
















structural	 substance	 of	 the	 building	 and	 rates	 the	need	 for	 action	 for	 different	
types	of	maintenance	works	(2015).	
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via	camera	monitoring.	This	is	another	way	of	sharing	agency	between	actors	in	






space	 in	 these	objects.	They	 ‘prescribe’	 the	 courses	of	 action	of	 visitors	 today—








That	was	 in	 the	Giacometti	 exhibition,	 there	was	 a	Morandi	 there,	 the	 	
Morandi	 has	 now	 moved	 around	 the	 other	 side	 of	 the	 wall.	 Also,	 	
Giacometti’s	Standing Woman	was	 removed	altogether	 and	has	been	put	












sensitive	 to	 light	 and	 therefore	 need	 to	 travel	 downstairs	 to	 take	 a	 rest	 in	 the	
dark	 (see	Chapter	6)—a	movement	 that	 is	necessary	 to	ensure	object	stability	 in	
46	 	Delegation	is	the	act	of	inscribing	the	competence	and	responsibility	of	people	into	


























































tours	and	daily	public	 tours.	 I	 interviewed	 two	volunteer	guides;	both	welcome	






Every	 guide	has	 his	 or	 her	 own	 approach.	However,	 the	 tours	 I	 joined	 and	 the	
guides	 I	 interviewed	 start	 off	 with	 the	 story	 of	 the	 Sainsburys.	 In	 the	 follow-









































It’s	 quite	 hard	 to	move	 people	 around	 space	 quickly.	 I	 don’t	 know	 if	
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project	your	voice	to	a	large	group	constantly’,	as	Guide	1	points	out.58	The	build-







































ing	ways	of	 looking	and	ways	of	finding	out	 things	without	needing	 to	know.’63	
She	explains	 that	 the	Living	Area	 is	 ‘perfect	 for	us	because	 it	enables	us	 to	 just	
open	it	up	to	whatever	our	visitors	want.’64	The	absence	of	text,	of	interpretation,	
is	essential	for	this	purpose	as	it	allows	her	to	bring	the	visitors	and	the	‘things’	
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actors	by	adding	new	actors	 (knowledge,	 strange	objects,	 instructions)	 into	 the	
seemingly	stable	network	for	action	with	the	Living	Area.	
Thus,	 the	 Living	 Area	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 a	 stable	 space	 in	 terms	 of	 its	
script	 and	 in	 relation	 to	 its	materiality.	 Furthermore,	 it	 has	 a	 stable	 network,	















to	 be	 very	different	 from	a	 static	 interview	 conducted	 at	 a	 table.	The	building,	
but	even	more	so	the	many	individual	elements	(the	connecting	point,	the	glass	
case,	 the	connection	 to	 the	patio,	 the	walls),	direct	and	divert	 the	course	of	 the	



























turns	out	that	this	narrative	 is	not	outside	or	above	 the	building,	but	an	actor	 in	
itself.	It	guides	today’s	decisions;	it	gives	a	starting	point	to	the	public	tours	as	we	
have	seen,	for	example,	with	the	two	bronze	heads	of	Lisa	and	Robert	Sainsbury,	
and	 thus	 it	 directs	 and	 changes	 trajectories.	 Foster	 is	 also	here.	Not	 as	 the	big	
starchitect,	however,	whom	we	encounter	in	the	literature,	but	with	regard	to	his	



















of	architecture.70	Turning	 to	 spacing	we	encounter	 ‘connections,	 short	 circuits,	
69	 	Winner,	in-depth	interview	1.
70	 	Tracing	connections	is	essential	to	Latour’s	project	of	Reassembling the Social	(2005)	
and	ANT	more	generally.	Yaneva	then	conceptualises	buildings	as	‘a	tie	amongst	
others’,	 as	 ‘a	 specific	 connector ’	 that	 shapes	 experiences	 and	 practice	 (2010,	 144;	
original	emphasis).	





Space	 is	 not	what	 is	 contained	 in	 a	 building	 but	what	 is	 practiced	with	 a	
building.	This	becomes	particularly	evident	when	approaching	 the	paradigm	of	
f lexibility	that	is	traditionally	connected	to	open	plan	buildings	(see	Chapter	2.1	













incorporating	 them	 into	 its	 spatial	 thinking	outside	human-centred	 considera-
tions,	ANT	permits	the	acknowledgement	that	space	is	made	up	and	composed	
of	 a	 lot	 of	 ‘stuff’.	Materiality	 here	 is	 not	 viewed	 as	 representation	 or	material-
isation	of	 the	social	 (see	Chapter	 1),	but	as	an	actor	 that	can	shift	 the	course	of	








































can	differentiate	 here	 the	 ‘space	 of	 prescription’	 and	 the	 ‘space	 of	 negotiation’.	
The	 former	 tends	 to	give	architects	 the	 security	of	being	 in	 control.	Yet,	 listen-
ing	 to	Winner	 and	 colleagues	we	 gained	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 negotiations	



























concerning	practices,	 trajectories,	 and	attachments?	Turning	 to	 experience,	we	
















William	James’	Essays in Radical Empiricism	 in	which	James	opposes	the	dichoto-
my	of	thoughts	and	things,	saying	that	no	dualism	of	subjectivity	and	objectivity	
‘resides	in	the	experience	per se.’	And	further:	‘In	its	pure	state,	or	when	isolated,	

























down	and	move	 into	 the	world	of	 the	people	 in	and	with	 the	Sainsbury	Centre	



































































recording	 is	a	problem.	 It	 is	not,	 and	we	start	with	 initial	questions,	which	 try	
to	 clarify	 the	nature	and	purpose	of	Mr	and	Mrs	Smith’s	 visit	 at	 the	Sainsbury	
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Fig. 5.1:
Sketch 1 by Mr Smith1
Fig. 5.2: 
Sketch 2 by Mr Smith 
Fig. 5.3: 




















I	 ask	 him	 the	 third	 and	 last	 question	 of	 the	 sketch	 interview:	 ‘Think	
about	the	different	ways	you	move	around	here.	Where	did/do	you	go?	
And	 what	 did/do	 you	 do	 there?’	 Rethinking	 his	 previous	 movements	
throughout	 the	building,	he	explains	 that	he	and	his	wife	went	 to	 the	
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Fig. 5.4: 
Sketch 1 by Mrs Smith4























have	put	on	paper,	others	have	a	need	 to	 talk	or	enjoy	 sharing	 their	experience	
right	away	and	then	hesitate	when	realising	that	the	white	sheet	of	paper	in	front	
of	 them	 is	 still	 waiting,	 empty.	 A	 direct	map	 creation,	 asking	 the	 participants	
























but	 looking	up	 the	building	makes	me	quite	dizzy,	 so	 I	don’t	particu-








































































































times	get	 a	bit	 confused.	 [...]	And	 if	 they	got	here	 and	 can’t	find	parking,	 that’s	
another	big	frustration	which	they	tend	to	meet,’	Rosie	Evans,	Visitor	Service	and	
Retail	Manager	at	the	Sainsbury	Centre,	explains.9	For	creating	a	predictable	and	










































































































Sketch 1 and 2 by Mr Walker20
Fig. 5.6: 










20	 	Mr	Walker/VG4T.	Sketching	 interview	by	Maria	Lisenko.	Norwich,	 5	November	
2016.
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Mr	Walker	 around,	how	 the	 layout	 of	 the	permanent	 exhibition,	 the	 clustering	



















































takes	part	 in	 ‘just	walking	 around’	 and	 ‘just	 sitting	 and	observing	 the	 art’.	The	
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Fig. 5.7:
Sketch 2 and 3 by Séverine22
Fig. 5.8: 
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Fig. 5.9:
Sketch 1–3 by Lisa24
Fig. 5.10: 



















‘When	 I	 think	 of	 the	 Sainsbury	 Centre,	 I	 always	 think	 of	 the	 gallery	
room,	[...]	and	I	would	think	looking	down	at	it	from	that	spirally	stair-
case	 where	 you	 come	 through	 from	 the	 walkway.	 [...]	 You	 are	 going	
through	the	trees	and	then	walk	in	to	that	little	platform	on	top	of	the	






































She	 ‘crosses’	 the	Sainsbury	Centre.	Obviously,	 she	describes	 the	building	based	
on	her	activities	and	role,	as	a	student	of	the	Art	History	and	World	Art	Studies.	











elements	or	parts	of	 the	building	are	 forgotten	and	why	 that	may	be,	we	 could	










Most	 people	 visit	 the	 Sainsbury	 Centre	 several	 times	 (R.	 H.	 Smith	 and	 Lucas	
2006).	They	come	back	again	and	again.	Let	us	stay	with	Bill,	the	Australian	stu-
dent	for	a	moment	before	we	draw	a	conclusion.	He	lives	on	campus	and	visits	the	
Centre	 to	sit	down	and	relax	regularly.	He	will	 take	us	 to	 four	spots	within	the	
building:	his	favourite	places.	
Fig. 5.11: 
 Sketch 3 by Bill, showing four places he keeps coming back to (from left to right):  
The painting by Francis Bacon; a round table in the school area; the lounge in  
front of the glass window in the school area; an exhibit with ancient artefacts in  
the Living Area.
‘[T]here	 is	 a	particular	 artwork	 in	 there	 and	 it	has	got	 this	 really	 cool	
effect	where	there	are	lines	down	the	face	of	the	Pope,	and	it	just	marks	
out	 the	eyes	or	glasses	 that	he	 is	wearing,	sort	of	 like	a	black	and	red	






































and	 repetitions.	Nevertheless,	 there	 are	many	 actors	 that	 take	part	 in	his	 ritu-
als	we	have	already	encountered:	The	painting	he	describes	is	by	Francis	Bacon,	
Study	(Imaginary	Portrait	of	SS	Pius	XII;	1955,	oil	on	canvas,	108.6	x	75.6cm,	UEA	
30)	 located	 in	 the	Living	Area.	Not	 only	because	he	 is	 attached	 to	 this	particu-
lar	painting	but	also	because	it	happens	that	precisely	in	front	of	this	piece	there	
is	a	 little	seat,	he	 likes	to	come	back	and	is	able	to	sit	down.	Who	is	 involved	in	
this	 spacing?	Francis	Bacon,	as	with	most	of	his	works,	 ‘quickly	and	decisively’	
painted	this	picture	most	likely	within	a	few	days	in	1955	(Peppiatt	2006,	30).	Lisa	









es	of	 this	object.	The	conservator,	 the	 registrar	and	 the	 curators	 jointly	discuss	
when	and	how	the	painting	travels	or	does	not	travel,	and	the	‘Bacon’s	travel	a	lot	












Bill,	who	 is	 sitting	down	and	 enjoying	 the	 Imaginary	Portrait,	 is	 a	 recep-
tive	or	attuned	actor	(Mol	2010).	His	engagement	with	the	world	of	the	Sainsbury	







27	 	Ledinskaya,	Maria	 (Conservator,	 SCVA).	 In-depth	 interview	 2	 by	 Sabine	Hans-
mann.	Norwich,	18	October	2017.
28	 	Croose	Myhill,	in-depth	interview.





its	 challenges	and	 limitation.	As	 researcher,	we	are	not	possibly	able	 to	give	an	









art.	All	 this	has	not	been	addressed	here.	Following	 the	people	 throughout	 the	














We	 followed	 people	 through	 their	 sketches	 and	 narrations	 into	 their	 en-
gagement	with	the	world	of	the	Sainsbury	Centre.	As	mentioned	earlier,	I	could	
have	chosen	to	do	participatory	observation	or	shadow	my	interviewees.	I	did	this	
in	 the	 case	of	 some	employees,	however,	 approaching	particularly	 visitors,	 this	








the	 participant	 to	 evoke	 things	 otherwise	 forgotten.	 In	 this	 sense	 the	 sketches	
complement	and	enhance	the	oral	part	of	 the	 interview	and	 let	us	witness	even	
better	the	diverse	experiences,	practices,	and	attachments	with	the	building	and	
its	material	world.
From	experience,	 every	 time	 the	Sainsbury	Centre	 is	 approached	 it	 is	dif-
ferent—consisting	of	multiple	actors.	In	this	sense,	there	is	not	one	building,	not	
two	parts,	but	multiple.	If	we	have	witnessed	with	the	previous	chapter	that	the	
building	 is	 always	on	 the	move,	 constantly	 changing,	with	 this	 chapter	we	un-
derstand	 that	 in	 perception	 the	 building	 is	 similarly	mobile.	 Buildings	 ‘can	 be	
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for	 a	 smooth	 arrival	which	 adds	 to	 her	 insecurity	 and	which	 further	 increases	
when	entering	the	large	interior	confronting	the	field	of	art	objects.	While	others	
meander	with	the	art	object,	travelling	from	here	to	there	encountering	multiple	
spaces	 in	 f lux,	 this	 poses	 challenges	 if	 not	 mediated	 by	 adequate	 knowledge.	
The	monospace	confronts	people	directly	with	art,	 it	does	not	provide	guidance	
by	corridors,	 it	does	not	structure	 the	 journey	along	rooms;	 it	does	not	portion	
the	trip	into	manageable	and	predictable	smaller	steps.	Although	the	way	to	the	
visitor	counter	seems	 to	be	an	 important	first	anchor,	 the	building	shows	 itself	
rather	indifferent	to	any	fears	of	unmediated	contact	with	art.	Thus,	while	some	
people	 can	 enjoy	 negotiating	 every	 turn	 left	 or	 right	 with	 the	 objects	 creating	














While	 we	 do	 not	 witness	 courses	 of	 action	 that	 could	 be	 called	 an	 anti-	


























tention	 to	 the	 role	 that	 nonhumans	 and	 the	material	world	 play	 in	 spacing.	 In	
their	 capacity	 to	 hold	 different	 times	 and	 spaces	 in	 place,	 above	 all,	 the	 focus	
on	objects	 in	 this	 chapter	will	help	us	 to	understand	 the	complicated	nature	of	
spacing.1	Earlier,	we	addressed	how	 the	materials	 and	objects	of	 the	Sainsbury	
Centre	have	been	purposefully	chosen	and	designed	by	planners	or	curators	and	












































ethnographically	 inspired	account,	 this	chapter	combined	 the	observations	and	
experiences	of	an	outsider	(myself)	with	insider	knowledge	from	the	in-depth	in-
terviews.





































































South path of the sun































































Isometric view tracing the network of light as visible in the three settings. The doing of light 
emerges out of a complex socio-technical network. A variety of material and immaterial spacing 










Date: Saturday May 13, 2017 / Monday May 15, 2017
Location: Gallery entrance and Living Area / School entrance and roof trusses
I had not been at the Sainsbury Centre for a couple of months. I enter the 
building on this Saturday afternoon and it is like entering a cave. It is remark-
ably dark in there. I can recognise that the blackout blinds at the east end 
façade are half down; a position that I have not seen before. It is not par-
ticularly sunny outside. So why are the blackout blinds down, and why only 
halfway?
I turn to one of the women at the reception. At first, she avoids providing an 
answer. However, after sharing my knowledge about the system I learn that 
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the blinds are broken. The blackout curtain is down and it is broken; a techni-
cal failure; thus: less light in the building. 
On the following Monday morning, I enter the building through the univer-
sity entrance. Turning left I pass under the first mezzanine. I am stopped. 
There are not only portable barrier stanchions with retractable belts and an 
information panel (‘Galleries Closed; Opening Time: Tuesday—Friday 10:00–
18:00. Saturday—Sunday 10:00–17:00. Access to Robert Sainsbury Library for 
students and staff. All other visitors report to Security desk. Thank you’), that 
hinders me from walking directly into the Living Area and re-directs my walk 
to the Security desk but there are also portable yellow barriers catching my 
attention. ‘Danger. Man working overhead (contact gallery assistant if access 
required)’ is written on them. One is standing on the floor and a second is 
hanging on the metal handle of the glass door to the Living Area, which I find 
closed for the first time—a door that I actually recognise for the first time. 
The gallery assistants, located right next to the scene behind a counter, with 
a view onto this door and through the glass wall into the Living Area, share 
with me that the light bulbs will be changed today at noon and additionally 
somebody from Sexton Associates, the lighting consultant, is there to adjust 
exposure. Three men are standing in the middle of the Living Area in the mid-
dle of discussion; they point up and look at some notes.
Later in the afternoon, I find one of them laying on the bottom of a metal 
truss in the roof, a thin metal grill to his left and right protecting so that he 
cannot fall down while reaching out for a spotlight. He is far from where I am 
standing—high up in the roof.
He gets up, looks at his notes. Pauses. Leaves this truss and walks to the mid-
dle of the next truss. He stops and looks down, looks at his notes and walks 
back to where he came from. 
6.2.1  Who Does the Light?
There	 seems	 to	 be	 a	world	 of	 ‘making	 light’	 that	 is	 connected	 to	many	devices:	
glass,	blind	system,	light	bulbs,	closure	(the	Museum	is	closed	on	Mondays),	lack	









































The	broken	double-layer	blind	system	that	set	off	my	 journey	 into	the	 light	was	




3	 	For	a	general	 introduction	 into	the	negotiation	between	museum	environments	
and	experience	see	Thomson	(1978)	and	Cuttle	(2007).























The	most	 iconic	 images	 from	the	Sainsbury	Centre	show	either	end	of	 the	
building,	like	the	view	from	the	lake	by	night,	when	the	inside	is	captured	with	re-
f lections	in	the	water.	By	night	the	glass	becomes	wholly	transparent,	when	there	




















glass	 is	not	 transparent	to	 infrared	 light,	 though,	and	thus,	especially	 the	glass	
end	walls,	causes	a	greenhouse	effect,	which	is	one	reason,	amongst	others	(e.g.	
lack	of	temperature	and	humidity	buffering	materials,	low	thermal	mass),	for	the	
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6.2.3  The Generosity of Light
Sitting	on	 the	 second	mezzanine	and	 facing	a	 computer	a	graduate	 student,	 is	
able	to	see	the	greenery	of	the	landscape	on	the	white	wall	in	front	of	her	(Fig. 6.3).	
The	 landscape	 is	not	only	present	 inside	 the	building	because	 the	glass	 in	com-
bination	with	 the	 translucent	blinds	allows	 looking	outside,	because	 the	 light is 








From	 downstairs	 in	 Gallery	 1,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 follow	 people	 entering	 the	














Such	 things	 do	 not	 create	 loud	 ef fects,	 but	 rather	 discrete	 movements,	



























Even	though	it	 is	directional,	 it	 [the	 louvre	system]	tends	to	put	more	
light	 on	 vertical	 surfaces.	Which	 means	 your	 eye	 is	 looking	 more	 at	



















cerning	 the	Sainsbury	Centre,	Cuttle	emphasises	 that	a	 large	 room	of	 this	kind	
must	be	‘well-lit’	in	order	to	be	effective	(ibid.	250	f f.).
10	 	Sexton	in:	Sexton	and	Geitner,	in-depth	interview;	emphasis	added.

























art	 in	particular	depend	very	much	on	 the	 subtlety	of	 the	 light.	Ledinskaya’s	
new	 light	policy	 is	driven	by	 the	attempt	 to	 reduce	 the	potentially	damaging	
impact	 of	 light	 on	 the	 artworks	 and	 this	 is	 a	 long-term	 project.	 Comparing	
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Fig. 6.3:
Student in front of her Computer (2017). Light reflections on the wall connect her to the outside. 
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Fig. 6.4:
Glass railings in the entrance area but also the rubber floors convey the light (2017). 
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Fig. 6.5:
Slats along the wall and the roof (partially perforated) (2017).
Fig. 6.6:
In between the louvre system in the roof (2016).  
The upper layer stops most of the light from falling in.
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Fig. 6.7:
Baby Asleep by Jacob Epstein with combination of sun light and artificial spot light (2017). 
Fig. 6.8:
A theatre fabric on both sides at the edge of the second mezzanine  
should reduce the amount of light for the artworks (2017).
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Fig. 6.9:
Living Area in cleaning light (August 2017). 
Fig. 6.10:
Living Area in spot light (August 2017).
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Fig. 6.11:
Smith’s collection of used light bulps (2016).  
A hawkers’s tray helps him on his morning tour throughout the building.











the	 transparency	 from	one	end	 to	 the	other,	 it	 stops	 the	 light	 in	 its	movement,	
which	makes	a	difference	in	how	we	are	able	to	spatially	experience	the	mezza-
nine.	But	there	is	another	reason	why	I	am	interested	in	this	exhibition.
In	 the	 exhibition	 brochure	 I	 read	 that	 Rana	 Begum’s	 ‘practice	 blurs	 the	
boundaries	between	sculpture,	painting	and	architecture,	and	has	a	transform-





space.	 Blurring	 the	 boundaries	 between	 art	 and	 spectator	 is	 an	 old	 topos	 in	









































Date: Saturday August 12, 2017; 11:40 am
Location: Second mezzanine; exhibition Space Light Colour by Rana Begum
I am still downstairs in the school area. A man holding a folded information 
brochure with both hands behind his back walks along the railing. He seems 
to be the only visitor on the mezzanine at this moment. I go upstairs—I walk 
underneath the mezzanine, climb the spiral staircase, pass the mesh instal-
lation (artwork No.670, 2016) at the entrance to the exhibition and greet the 
invigilator on her chair sitting and reading a book. Approaching the rear area 
of the exhibition I find the same visitor standing in front of a centrally posi-
tioned grey visitor bench. 
Bending forward, with both hands resting on the bench, he is reading the vis-
itor book, where people can add comments about their visit.  
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He leaves this position. He gains distance from the bench and looks at art-
work No.529, a hanging work that consists of three interlocking rows of square 
coloured metal rods. He pauses. He seems to dither, then walks straight back 
to the bench, kneels down on the carpet, takes up the pen and starts writing. 
I leave the scene for a moment and turn towards the restaurant to take some 
notes in my notebook that I place on the metal handrail in order to write. I 
turn around again and find him still reading in the same kneeling position.
All of a sudden, he gets up from his writing position and walks around the 
bench close to the right corner of No. 529. He stands there. Close. Very close. 
Moves his head. Moves two, three steps left—a little backwards—forward 
to his initial position. He raises one hand up and in between the two metal 
sections.
Again, moving his head.
A quick burst along the work to its left end—Stop. He looks back to where he 
came from. Turns firmly around and leaves the work to view it from a distance. 
Again, his body is kept in motion and he shifts his position several times over 
here, and then he walks towards the work and its centre.
He turns back and leaves the scene around the corner of the exhibition wall.
I am still there, leaning against the glass railing at the edge of the mezzanine 
and decide to sit down and use the silence to complete my notes and to, later, 
browse the visitor book on the grey bench. 
With nobody else to observe in sight, I leaf through the booklet once and a 
second time. I cannot find his entry.
To my surprise he turns up again. He has put on one of the neon coloured 
jackets. Again piece No. 529. He walks all the way alongside it. Moving his 
head, changing his position. Back and forth. Examining. 
And then he walks down to me and asks: ‘Do you think she is cheating?’ 
I am confused. I stand up. 
–‘I don’t think so,—no,—I am absolutely sure, she is not.’ 
Together we walk back to the wall. 
– The reddish line of reflection on the wall is straight, he explains, while the 
yellow reflection is rather blurry and unclear.
I had not noticed this difference before. 
Now both of us are moving very close. Turning our heads. Left. A bit to the 
right—bending forward. Closer. 
I step back and turn around and point towards the light sources. Four spot-
lights up there are pointing in our direction. This does not explain the blurri-
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ness of the yellow but the four subtle lines of shades of red that are visible in 
the close-up. 
– ‘She is not cheating,’ I repeat to myself referring to this connection.
6.3.1  Moving with Intensities
Let	us	step	back	and	recollect	what	we	experience	in	this	scene.	Following	me	with	



















in	 this	piece:	 f luorescent	 colours	 (pink,	 yellow	and	orange)	on	 the	one	 side	and	
more	pastel	colours	(grey,	light	blue	and	yellow)	on	the	other	side	of	the	metal	bars.	
Both	 sides	of	 each	bar	are	a	homogeneous	monochrome	but	when	opposed	 the	
pastel	side	ref lects	the	f luorescent	colour—‘it’s	bouncing	onto	the	other	side’.15	To	
see	the	layering	of	the	colours,	the	mixes	and	nuances,	the	spectator	has	to	move.	
‘You	can’t	 really	 fully	 experience	 the	artwork	completely	without	 the	viewer,	or	
the	 spectator	moving	around	and	 really	 taking	 in	 the	work’,16	Begum	explains.	
Begum’s	work	plays	with	 light	and	shadow,	and	 the	 infinite	nuances	of	 colours	
glowing	in	light;	light	that	is	ref lected	and	absorbed	by	different	surfaces.	To	see	








































starts	 to	move	 closer	 and	 closer,	 testing	 different	 relations	 between	 body	 and	
piece	of	art,	moving	back	and	forth;	this	intensity	is	lost	in	the	next	moment	as	
he	leaves	around	the	corner;	and	gains	new	pace	with	him	coming	back.	Spacings	











countable	 devices,	 ref lective	 surfaces,	 the	 louvre	 system,	 etc.	 that	 make	 light	







enters	 from	 the	 left,	while	 the	 light	 incidence	 from	 the	 conservatory	 is	minor.	




























































mezzanine	 level	while	 lingering	 in	the	adjacent	areas	there	are	movements	and	
interactions	that	I	cannot	witness:	When	artworks	are	being	touched	and	moved.	










wall	proving	 that	one	 stick	 is	no	 longer	 in	 its	original	place.	These	 interactions	





Monitoring and Rotating 
Fig. 6.13
Third Setting
Date: Monday October 16, 2017; early af ternoon
Location: Second mezzanine. The exhibition Space Light Colour by Rana Begum.
In the third week of October 2017, I return to the Sainsbury Centre to observe 
the de-installation of Begum’s exhibition Space Light Colour. Maria Ledinskaya, 
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the conservator, is the first person in the exhibition area on the second mez-
zanine on this Monday morning. She is looking after the well being of the ob-
jects, both in the collections and those that are loaned to the Sainsbury Centre  
externally for exhibitions. She has just started to examine the artworks. 
Equipped with blue lab gloves and a magnifying headset she is focused on an 
object in front of her when I arrive. She lifts the object with both hands and 
turns it around, reaches for the lamp on the ground next to her, turns it on and 
runs with the light across the surface of the object. 
‘The colour coating is very sensitive’, Ledinskaya explains, and visitors would 
have touched the works again and again. 
She is now standing in front of piece No. 516 moving again slowly with the 
high intensity lamp in the right hand and a sheet of paper in the left hand 
around the artwork. Systematically the light drives along the surface of the 
sculpture. The cone of light glides over the orange finish, from one edge 
to another, slows down at one spot momentarily and speeds up again.  
Ledinskaya moves her whole body but particularly her head smoothly with 
the movement of the light beam along and around the object; she stops, gets 
a soft microfibre cloth and runs over the white smooth areas of the object. 
She bends over forward and inspects carefully the surface and compares her 
findings again and again with the notes on the sheet of paper in her hand. 
The condition report is at least two pages for each object in a transparent cov-
er, one with text and one with an annotated image. ‘Crack in paint, abrasion, 
flattened paint area, adhered fibre, minor paint loss, scratch, minor cracking, 
shiny area’ are frequent notes that I can find precisely localised by lines and 
circles on the image of the object. The second sheet includes a table in which 
all the data for the object is entered: artist, owner, title, dimension, material, 
packing, handling, display requirements and condition of the structure and 
the surface ... she signs this note with today’s date in red ink. 
Ledinskaya puts the lamp down on the floor. Walks over to the bench in the 
middle of the exhibition area and picks up her digital camera and returns to 
No. 516. Again, her body is slowly rotating around the object, this time with 
the light in one hand and the camera in the other: Taking pictures of all the 
findings. 
She has the impression that there are new marks present on the objects. She 
needs to go downstairs later and compare the new pictures with the pictures 
taken on arrival of the objects, Ledinskaya explains. The sculptures were re-
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peatedly touched, partly because there were no signs and the room was dif-
ficult to monitor.
With the dismantling of the exhibition Ledinskaya starts to collect the traces. 
She carefully checks and documents the condition of an object when it arrives 
and before it leaves the Sainsbury Centre. This is integral to the insurance pro-
cess and they keep a copy of this report for 10 years. Paper, is considered to 
be more a record document than digital files, which, by their nature, would 
rarely meet such criteria of ‘record-ability’. Furthermore, the quality and de-
tails vary and every time a new person looks at a piece, she or he might find 
new or extra details, Ledinskaya explains and adds that different institutions 
handle this differently. In the case of the Rana Begum exhibition, she will 
write a small report, summarise her findings and explain why she thinks this 
happened, instead of sending all condition reports with the objects. This pro-
cedure is based on trust, but that also varies according to the exhibition. With 
the Begum exhibition it has been in a much riskier environment than they 
would do normally. The artist, however, wanted the works to be shown with-
out explicit ‘do not touch’ signage or barriers, as she felt that that would take 
away from the viewer’s experience of her work Ledinskaya then clarifies and 






















eat	and	chat.	Back	 in	 1978	 the	mezzanine	was	also	such	a	place,	a	bar	 for	post-
graduates	and	staff,	the	‘Senior	Common	Room’—a	leisure	area.	The	mezzanine	






















surveying	the	site	 (the	proportion	of	electrical	and	natural	 light,	 the	movement	
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of	the	Sainsbury	Centre,	it	is	not	only	the	visitor	experience	versus	preservation	
of	the	object,	but	also	other	actors	that	are	involved	in	this	controversy	over	light.	






















However,	 Sexton	 adds	 that	 he	 does	 not	 wish	 ‘to	 give	 the	 impression	 that	 the	
Sainsburys	didn’t	care.	I	knew	that	when	they	had	the	collections	in	their	home,	


































Ledinskaya	 then	addresses	a	very	 important	aspect:	 some	actors	are	more	
pressing	and	noisier	 than	others.	Saving	energy	and	thus	saving	money	acts	 in	
her	 favour,	 in	 favour	of	 the	 art,	while	 the	gradual	damage	 remains	 irrevocable	
but	mainly	invisible	and	therefore	more	difficult	for	their	spokeswoman	to	argue.	
Light	exists	within	a	contested	space	and	brings	many	different	actors	to-











































In	 all	 of	 this	 there	 are	 countless	 materials	 and	 objects	 involved	 and	 as	














how	 it	 connects	 a	 student	with	 the	greenery	outside	by	mediation	of	 the	 shiny	
white	wall	or	how	it	facilitates	and	creates	the	specific	event	of	encounter	between	
a	 visitor	 and	piece	 no.	 529.	By	 following	 the	 light,	we	witness	 the	 doing	 of	 the	






















spacing	devices	 that	 come	 together	and	connect,	guide,	 re-direct	and	 facilitate	
mundane	practice	as	much	as	any	specific	event.	With	the	next	chapter	we	draw	
these	 different	 accounts	 together	 in	 more	 detail	 and	 discuss	 the	 implications	
spacing	has	for	our	understanding	of	the	architectural	relation.
7 





















































by	architects	and	are	 inscribed	 into	buildings,	but	whether	 they	are	 fulfilled	by	
the	objects,	and	whether	people	treat	objects	accordingly	or	if	new	and	other	ways	
to	 relate	 emerge	 is	 a	whole	 different	 story	 (on	 inscription	 and	de-scription	 see	
Chapter	4).	This	study	as	it	is	concerned	with	a	realist	account	into	architectural	
space,	 set	 out	 to	 explore	 these	 other	 stories.	 Tracing	 how	 people	 and	 building	
relate,	 it	 was	 not	 about	 linear	 developments	 but	 the	 mundane	 practices	 and	
entanglements	of	people	and	building	in	reality	witnessing	how	spacing	takes	place.	
Surprisingly	 the	 architect	 himself	 amongst	 others	 contradicts	 the	 idea	 of	
change	 for	 this	 building.	Developing	 a	 façade	 that	 is	modular,	 and	 can	 be	 ex-
changed	 easily,	 creating	 a	 vast	 interior	 that	 could	 be	 a	 playground	 for	 experi-
ments,	we	learn	today	nothing	can	be	changed	in	terms	of	material	setting	if	 it	
is	 to	 be	 permanent,	 and	 especially	 not	 the	 Living	 Area	 (Chapter	 4).	 ‘The	 single	
space—the	integrity	of	that	 is	very	 important’,2	 the	director	emphasises.	Build-
ings	have	specific	 trajectories	 that	emerge	 in	negotiations.	And	while	we	 face	a	






































































































Firstly, spacing is about connectivity.	Spacing	happens	in	the	interaction	of	different	
humans	and	nonhumans.	It	emerges	out	of	connectivity	in	courses	of	action,	in	
negotiation,	 in	 controversies,	 in	 experiences.	We	 tend	 to	 take	 all	 the	work	 that	
nonhumans	do	for	granted,	yet,	particularly	when	problems	occur	or	things	break	
down	we	become	aware	of	 the	work	of	 (thus	 far	 invisible)	actors	 (Latour	2005).	
While	connectivity	with	regard	to	built	space	is	traditionally	understood	as	of	a	
linear	relationship	(Chapter	1),	in	spacing	it	is	mutual	entanglements	we	encoun-






with	 pieces	 of	 art	 (Chapter	 6.3)	 or	 how	 it	 allows	 light	 to	 be	 ‘generous’	 (Chapter	
6.2).	Yet,	in	all	these	events	it	is	only	sometimes	the	building	as	a	whole,	as	a	sin-
gular	 object,	 but	more	 often	 specific	 ingredients,	 elements,	materials,	 objects,	
rhythms—thus	spacing	devices—that	become	visible.




























up	new	possibilities;	 they	 contribute.	Following	 the	 connections	of	 any	 spacing	
thus	leads	not	only	along	the	networks	to	many	different	devices	in	the	building	
but	also	to	many	other	places	and	times.
Thirdly, spacing is about negotiation. Approaching	spacing	we	do	not	only	face	
stability	 and	 continuity,	which	 are	 traditionally	 attributed	 to	materiality	 in	 ar-




















































































dimension	of	 the	multiple	dimensions	of	 the	building.	We	can	understand	 this	
when	 focusing	on	 the	 far-reaching	consequences	 changes	 tend	 to	have.	For	 ex-
ample,	 changes	such	as	 the	network	of	 light,	 climate	and	acoustics	 that	 spread	










that	 emerges	 out	 of	 spacing,	we	 can	 understand	 the	 building	 from	 inside	 out,	
























shell	no	 longer	 contains	 space	 in	 the	 sense	of	 an	absolutist-substantivalist	 spa-
tial	understanding	 then	 it	 is	primarily	no	 longer	 a	 separating	one	but	one	 that	
connects	(Yaneva	2010),	mediating	between	inside	and	outside.	It	no	longer	cuts	







Encountering	the	building	we	do	not	move	 in	 time	and	 in	space	but	rather	
with	a	multiplicity	of	actors	that	have	their	own	timings,	spacings,	goals	and	ways	
of	being,	however,	they	are	connected	in	a	specific	way	by	the	building	(Yaneva	
















































in	 its	 entire	 lifespan.	They	have	biographies	 and	 in	 the	 course	of	 their	 life	 they	















































All	 these	people	 are	 individual	 and	gain	 a	 voice:	 in	 observations,	 in	 inter-
views,	 in	 sketching,	 in	 courses	 of	 action.	 Approaching	 architecture	 through	
spacing	the	non-architects	become	experts	themselves.	Here	we	did	not	witness	




























For	 architecture	 as	 a	 space	 designing	 discipline	 with	 a	 focus	 on	 the	 ar-









that	 cannot	be	penetrated,	 as	 it	happens	 to	 visitors	prior	 to	 the	opening	of	 the	
building	(see	Chapter	5)	or	whether	it	presents	itself	in	elements	in	working-with	
with	gaps	under	its	doors	allowing	vermin	to	circulate	(see	Chapter	4)	is	not	due	













Architects	 do	 not	 control	 spacing.	 Yet,	 the	 loss	 of	 authority	 must	 not	 be	
considered	‘a	threat	to	professional	credibility,	but	as	an	inevitable	condition’	as	
Awan,	Schneider	and	Till	point	out	and	note	that	architects	plan	into	uncertain	















































A New Dynamism in Architecture 217
work	that	absent	actors	do,	which	again	seems	particularly	important	for	the	con-
cerns	of	architecture.





























































When Space Is Never ‘Completed’ 
In	examining	the	potential	of	an	ANT-account	into	space	in	the	field	of	architec-
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tectural	space	are	generally	scarce	and	tend	to	favour	a	human-centred	approach.	
This	book,	then,	provides	from	an	ANT	perspective	a	realist	account	into	the	space	






















three-dimensional	 coordinates	 every	 day	 have	 difficulties	 in	 actually	 leaving	 a	
container	thinking	behind	(Schroer	2006)—but	to	indicate	the	chances	rather	that	
come	along	when	turning	to	architectural	space	as	process.	Spacing	acknowledges	
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